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AGENDA

NEVADA STATE ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING

The Nevada State Environmental Commission will hold a public hearing commencing at 9:00
a.m., on Tuesday June 8, 1993, at the Washoe County Library located at 301 South Center Street, Reno,
Nevada. Those wishing to attend the hearing prior to 10:00 a.m. should use the entrance located on
the westside of the building. This is a continuance to the Environmental Commissions hearing held on
May 27, 1993 in Reno, Nevada.

This agenda has been posted at the Division of Environmental Protection Office in Las Vegas,
Nevada, the Washoe County Library in Reno, Nevada, the Nevada State Library and Division of
Environmental Protection Office in Carson City, Nevada. The Public Notice for this set hearing was
published on April 20, May 6 and May 17, and May 19, 1993 in the Las Vegas Review Journal and Reno
Gazette Journal Newspapers.

The following items will be discussed and acted upon but may be taken in different order to
accommodate the interest and time of the persons attending.

L Approval of minutes from the May 27, 1993 meeting. * ACTION
1L Regulatory Petitions - * ACTION
A. Petition 93008 by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection to temporarily amend NAC
444 to adopt the federal landfill criteria and language, establishing a landfill permitting program
for solid waste and other technical amendments. This petition implements the changes in the
solid waste statutes as approved by Senate Bill 97 of the 1993 legislative session.
I1I. Discussion Items
A. Pending Legislation Affecting the Commission * ACTION
B. Future Meetings of the Commission
C. General Public Comment
This meeting maybe continued to June 9, 1993 beginning at 9:00 a.m. The meeting will be held
in Carson City, Nevada at the DCNR Conference Room A (Room 217) at 123 W. Nye Ln.
Members of the public who are disabled and require special accommodations or assistance at the
meeting are requested to notify the Executive Secretary in writing, Nevada State Environmental

Commission, 333 West Nye Lane, Room 128, Carson City, Nevada, 89710, facsimile (702) 687-5856, or
by calling (702) 687-4670 no later than 5:00 pm, Thursday June 3, 1993.



STATE ENVI RONVENTAL COWM SSI ON
Meeting of June 8, 1993
Reno, Nevada
Adopted M nut es

PRESENT:

Chai rman Melvin C ose
Har ol d Gber

Fred Wi ght

Roy Trenowet h

Russel | Fi el ds

M ke Turni pseed

Marla Gi swol d

Brian Chally - Deputy Attorney General
Davi d Cowperthwaite - Executive Secretary
Sheri Gregory - Recording Secretary

Meeting convened at 10:00 a.m at the Washoe County Library,
Center Street Auditorium

Chai rman Close read the public noticing as defined in the agenda.

IltemI|. (Mnutes of May 27, 1993)
Approval of the m nutes was waived until the next neeting.

ltemIl. A Petition 93008 - Solid Waste regul ations -
Continuation of the Petition Review

M. David Enme, the Supervisor of the Solid Waste branch of
t he Bureau of Waste Managenent of the Division of Environnental
Protection continued review of petition 93008. M. Enme
subnmitted an additional set of anmendnents to clarify the business
of the May 27, 1993 hearing regarding petition 93008. Chairnman
Cl ose opened with discussion of section 8 M. Emme stated that
t he EPA has requested changes to delete | anguage relating to
ground water. This is the phrase "which could produce usabl e
water". In response the bureau is requesting the deletion of the
phrase. Chairman C ose asked what non-usable water neant. M.
Emme replied with an exanple of where water could not be punped
because of the physical characteristics of the aquifer. The



original definition was based on mning regulations, but a
further review of the ground water regul ati ons showed the state
to have | anguage that is in conformty with federal requirenents.

M. Carl Cahill, director of environnmental health division for

t he Washoe County District Health Departnent, gave an exanpl e of
a landfill not having a clay liner, but with having little
novenent in ground water. This will affect the regulatory

agencies ability in dealing wwth such a mnor problem M. Enme
replied that the regulations require nonitoring the upper nost
aqui fers. Chairman Cl ose asked about inpact of renoving the
flexibility. M. Enme replied that flexibility would not be
lost, and the intent is to focus on the aquifer. M. Eme read
U.S. EPA's conmments regarding the substantive | anguage of "usable
water” and their concern of inadvertently establishing a | oophole
in the regul ati ons.

Chai rman Cl ose asked about the intent of the |anguage
concerni ng "past managenent practices" in section 5 and the
hypot heti cal of a operator who has performed poorly. M. Eme
replied that the intent, in federal |anguage, is if new ground is
to be opened, then a liner would be needed. This is, for
exanple, to stop the operator from spreadi ng garbage over an
undi sturbed area and then claimng it is a active landfill unit.
Wast e pl acenent has to be consistent with past operating
practi ces.

Section 14.5, a new definition of public notice, was
expl ained by M. Emme. The suggested | anguage focuses on the
muni ci pal governnment and the requirenent for publishing a notice
in the newspaper of general circulation, with a 30 day soliciting
period. M. Cahill suggested changing "rmunicipal government"” to
"governing body" to be consistent with statutory |anguage. The
conmmi ssioners concurred wth the proposed change.

Section 17, the schedule to submt notice of intent to
cl ose, was discussed by M. Eme. The July 9th date is proposed
to be shifted to July 30, 1993. Additional changes have been
suggested "unl ess wai ved by July 30 by the solid waste managenent
authority", this to prevent waiving requirenents after the fact.
Chai rman Cl ose stated the goal is have the landfill operators



conply, yet provide the regulatory agency with a nodi cum of
discretion. M. Emme replied that he believes this will not be a
probl em and there will be substantial contact with the regul ated
comunity. M. Frank Cassas, a nenber of the law firmH |
Cassas & deLi pkau stated that the change before themwas at the
request of the industry. The industry concern is that al

| andfill operators should be treated equally. The non confornmers
will be of the greatest concern. This provision would not allow
a |l oophole to occur and if there is a failure to comply with the
provi sion then they should be flagged as an open dunp. The

commi ssioners concurred with the proposed change.

Section 24 was discussed by M. Eme. This is new | anguage,
since section 24 & 25 were not adopted at the May 27, 1993
heari ng. Chairman C ose asked about the June 7 deadline in
section 24. M. Emme explained that instead of a 5 year permt,
the focus is now on the design life of the facility. This
relates to the capacity of the facility. 1In addition, the solid
wast e managenent authority can now reopen the permt, and the
anount and type nust be consistent wth the operational plans of
t he owner/operator. Item6, limts the transfer of permts and
is linked to financial assurance. The comm ssioners concurred
wi th proposed change.

Section 25 was discussed by M. Eme. This section was
cl eaned up and provides for the nodification of a facility,
subject to public notice. Oher conditions of nodification were
enunerated. The conm ssioners concurred with the proposed
changes.

Section 38 was reviewed and di scussed by M. Eme. The
changes relate to self inplenenting | anguage, where
"owner/operator” is deleted and "solid waste nmanagenent
authority" is inserted. This is federal |anguage. This section
provi des for dealing with problenms in the clean up of a site.
Chai rman Cl ose asked about the role of the "ground water
scientist". M. Eme replied that this has been previously
defined and adopted by the Comm ssion, page 9, paragraph 5.

Section 38.5 was reviewed and di scussed by M. Eme. This



is a new section, making other sections effective and consi stent
with the federal regul ations.

Section 39 was reviewed and di scussed by M. Eme. M nor
techni cal changes, "and" to an "or", and deletion of item11.f
were proposed. The conmm ssioners concurred with the proposed
changes. Conmi ssioner Fields asked about the change in the "and"
to "or". M. Emre replied that it is used to delineate between
state references to hazardous waste and federal references
regar di ng hazardous wast e.

Section 40 was reviewed and di scussed by M. Eme. The
section deals wth nmethane detections and requirenents for
collection and venting. This is a federal requirenent. M nor
techni cal changes were proposed. The conm ssioners concurred
wi th the proposed change.

Section 41 was reviewed and di scussed by M. Eme. The
section deals with air quality issues.

Section 42 was reviewed and di scussed by M. Emme. M nor
changes to 1.c were proposed, deletion of the term
"owner/operator"”. Chairman C ose asked about the 25 year storm
event, and why there is also reference to a 24 hour 25 year
storm M. Emre replied that it is based upon the statistical
frequency of such a possible stormevent. Conm ssioner
Turni pseed stated the NOAA reports on frequency of storms are
based on various rainfall |evels over tinme. The conm ssioners
concurred with the proposed changes.

Section 43 was reviewed by M. Eme. This section describes
record keeping requirenments. M. Emme proposed changes to the
regul ation, deleting the phrase "in adm nistrative offices",
since this | anguage was vague. Chairman C ose asked how | ong the
records have to be maintained. M. Eme replied that it is not
specified in the federal regulations. Chairman C ose asked what
woul d be a reasonable retention period, since it appears that
records would have to be kept indefinitely. M. Eme stated that
the post-closure care period is 30 years. Chairman C ose stated
there should be a way to di spose of the records. M. Emme stated



t hat | anguage coul d be devel oped to deal with that problem M.
Emme suggested that further changes could be fornul ated when the
permanent regulations return to the comm ssion for adoption.
This i ssue needs to be run past EPA. M. Emme continued review
of the section.

Section 44 was di scussed by M. Emme. This section deals
wi th vector control

Section 45 was discussed by M. Emme. This section
descri bes cl osure requirenents. Changes were proposed in this
section, to establish a mnimumtop slope of 3 percent, and that
the sl ope nust control erosion. In item6, he further
recomrended that the word "inmnent" be deleted. Comm ssioner
Turni pseed asked about the stringency on perneability of the
site. M. Eme stated the options; trucking in material or
covering with a plastic nenbrane, etc. This is a federal
standard. Conmi ssioner Fields asked about the federal standard
of requiring 6 inches of soil. M. Eme stated that there is
flexibility in defining an alternative cover, as long as it can
be denonstrated that the site can deal with erosion by wi nd and
wat er .

Section 46 was discussed by M. Emme. This section deals
with post closure care requirenents. The landfill nust be
mai ntai ned for a period of 30 years.

Section 47 was di scussed by M. Eme. This is financial
assurance requirenments. A third party cost estimate i s needed,
and the closure cost nust be annually adjusted for inflation.

M nor technical changes were proposed. Conmi ssioner Wight asked
whet her all municipal landfills are affected. M. Emme stated
that at a landfill there may be nore than one landfill unit.
Comm ssi oner Fi el ds questioned whether the adjustnent to
inflation was an adequate driver. He reconmended the use of the
CPI. Chairman C ose asked about the cost estimate. M. Eme
stated the estimte nust be nmade by October 9. Chairman C ose
asked whether the estimate is to be adjusted after the initial
determnation. M. Emre replied that it is adjusted by the sub
itens in the section.



Section 48 was discussed by M. Emme. This section deals
wi th post closure financial assurances. This section is
identical to section 47. Mnor technical changes were proposed
by addi ng solid waste managenent authority. Chairman C ose asked
why the nost expensive cost had to be used as conpared to the
nost effective cost. Comm ssioner Turni pseed stated the bonding
for the nost expensive cost would end in the covering of |east
expensi ve costs. Chairman C ose stated that over bondi ng woul d
occur. Conmm ssioner Fields felt that the regul ati ons are going
after the maxinmnumliability, although the proposed | anguage is
poorly witten. M. Emme stated this was a federal requirenent.
Conmi ssi oner Fields asked about the cost estimate and who
approves this estimate. M. Emme replied, no, only a notification
is defined, since these are self inplenenting regulations. The
comi ssi on changed the | anguage to say "the owner or operator nay
with the consent of the solid waste managenent authority", and
M. Emre stated this approach needs to be |inked throughout the
section and section 47.

Section 49 was discussed by M. Emme. This section provides
for financial assurance of corrective actions. Technical changes
wer e recomrended, the addition of "solid waste managenent
authority" and corrections to cross references. Comr ssioner
Turni pseed stated that the focus of the solid waste regul ati ons
is to protect ground water resources. He asked how the operator
can estimate the price of cleanup of ground water problens. M.
Emme, agreed that there is difficulty in determining the |ong
termcost, however, the capital and operating cost wll have to
be estimated. Experiences will be used, this is after the
probl em and renmedy wi || be proposed.

Section 50 was discussed by M. Eme. This section
descri bes al |l owabl e nechani snms for financial assurance. Chairnman
Cl ose asked that if the termwas 30 years, and whether the |ast
paynent is due on the last day the site is closed. M. Eme
replied that yes, this scenario was valid. Chairman C ose then
asked what woul d happen if the operator stopped operations
hal fway through the schedul ed period, who was going to be liable
for closure costs. M. Eme replied that sonme funds are
avai l able and only half the area would be required to be cl osed.



Chai rman Cl ose continued, questioning what woul d happen if the
operator conpletely filled the dunp in half the tinme, yet only
hal f the funds had been paid into the closure trust fund. M.
Emme replied that the solid waste authority would have to nmake an
interpretation of the life of the facility. The life is based on
the capacity of the landfill, so the paynents shoul d be geared
towards the capacity of the landfill. Chairman C ose pointed out
that the existing | anguage is based on the termof the landfill.
M. Emme stated that the termis intertw ned and cal cul ated based
on the capacity of the landfill. Conm ssioner Fields stated that
t he bond anobunt needs to be reviewed annually, then contributions
to the trust fund could be adjusted. Comm ssioner Turni pseed
stated that at the previous neeting | anguage was adopted stating
that the operator doesn't have to report annually on the fil

rate of the facility. Both comm ssioners agreed this issue was
linked to the bonding requirenents and the annual contribution to
the trust fund.

Chai rman Cl ose suggested that this section should be
addressed again after lunch. Comm ssioner Turni pseed asked who
was the guardian of the trust fund. M. Emre stated that in the
| anguage of the section, it was possible a bank woul d be the
trust officer. Comm ssioner Turnipseed stated that the trust
fund woul d be accruing interest, and that would be to the benefit
of the operator. Chairman C ose asked about the interest to the
fund and for the potential for the interest to augnent the
necessary paynents to the fund. M. Enme stated that the issue
of the interest is not spelled out in the regulations.
Conmi ssi oner Wight asked whether there would be fiduciary
rel ati onship between the trustee and the operator. Chairman
Cl ose asked whether the accrued interest within the fund itself
and whet her these additional funds woul d be applied agai nst the
cost of closure. Chairman C ose asked who woul d be responsible
for approving the terns of the trust. Conmm ssioner Cber responded
that 110 percent of each paynent could be applied to the fund,
however the state would not be able to control what happens to
the interest. Chairman C ose stated the key to this section is
to have enough funds to undertake the closure. Conm ssioner
Fi el ds reconmended that bonding requirenents in the mning
reclamation area could assist dealing with this issue. Chairnman



Cl ose asked about the fornmula for corrective action. M. Emme
was uncertain of the intent of the federal |anguage, other then
the need to adequately capitalize the trust fund.

M. Emre di scussed the deadlines inposed by section 50.
M nor technical deletions were proposed. The | anguage on surety
bonds is derived directly fromfederal regulations. Chairnman
Cl ose asked about the neaning of the "stand by" trust fund. M.
Emme stated it was not clear to himas to the neaning of "stand
by" trust fund. Conmm ssioner Wight stated that the financial
aspects were first published in 1991. The conm ssioner asked
about whet her the financial assurance provisions of the federal
regul ati ons have been tested, and will the regulations work in
Nevada. EPA, stated M. Eme, has not conpletely identified al
t he nechani sns, and the state/solid waste managenent authority
has sone discretion in being creative about financial assurance.
Conmi ssi oner Cber asked who will be responsible for approving
uni que financial assurance arrangenents. M. Emre replied that
out si de hel p woul d be needed. M nor technical changes were
proposed in item 12 for control by the regulatory agency over the
rel ease of the funds. Conm ssioner Cber, asked, who else is
specified. M. Eme stated the release could be nade to a third
party to close, or as stated by Comm ssioner Turni pseed the
operator could also pick a third party who specializes in closure
of landfills.

Section 51 was di scussed. This section cross references

requirenents for Class Il sites to Cass | sites. Conm ssioner
Fi el ds asked what was the definition of Cass of site. M. Eme
explained a Class Il site, is a small conmunity site, with |ess

than 20 tons per day and no ground water contam nation. M. Eme
proposed m nor technical changes, cross references were to be
i ncl uded.

Section 52 was discussed by M. Emme. This section also
cross references Class Il sites. Mnor cross references section
nunberi ng changes were proposed. The phrase effective October 9,
1993 was proposed.

Section 53 was discussed by M. Emme. This is new | anguage



for an existing section of the regulations. Section 54 was
di scussed by M. Emme. This section cross references other
sections. Section 55 was discussed, with nore cross references.

Section 55.5 was discussed. Changes were proposed for this
section. Cass Il sites are to be required to install ground
wat er nonitoring systens by Cctober, 1996. The solid waste
managenent authority will determ ne the scope and paraneters of
t he ground water nonitoring.

Section 56 was discussed. It is proposed to delete this
section. This is a redundant section. Comm ssioner Wight asked
if the sections need to be renunbered.

Section 57 was di scussed. The section deals with post
cl osure operations for class Il sites. These are industrial
waste sites. The section cross references other sections.

Section 58 was di scussed. There is suggested changes in the
definition, regarding small community exenptions. The additional
phrase was to be added. Commi ssioner Fields asked if a Cass |
site has ground water contam nation, whether this would trigger
the site being reclassified as a Class |I. M. Emre replied, yes,
and they woul d have to conply with dass | requirenents. C ass
1l sites are to be nodified to include the term"solid waste".

Section 59 was discussed by M. Emme. M nor changes were
proposed. Section 60 was di scussed, no changes proposed.
Section 61 was discussed, with mnor technical grammar
corrections. Section 62 was discussed, this a definition for a
lift. Section 63 was discussed, with a m nor change, adding
"conditionally exenpt”. Section 64 was di scussed, wth no
changes proposed. Section 65 was di scussed, with no changes
proposed. Section 66 was di scussed, with no changes proposed.
Chai rman Cl ose asked why federal agency is deleted. M. Eme
replied he was uncertain why. This |anguage was not in the
federal definition, federal agency was to be retained. Section
67 was di scussed, with no changes proposed. Section 68 was
di scussed, with no additional amendnents proposed. Section 69 was
di scussed, this definition was established in senate bill 97.



Section 70 was discussed by M. Emme, with no changes proposed.
Section 71 was discussed, with substantial changes in |anguage.
Ref erences to liquid wastes are elimnated since this is dealt
with in other sections. Item2 is to be deleted. In section 72,
it is recomended that NAC 444.560 not be changed and the
proposed amendnent was withdrawn. This issue of |iquid wastes
needs to be revisited and substances need to be eval uated and

i ncluded in the regul ati ons. Section 73 was discussed, with no
proposed changes. Section 74 was di scussed by M. Eme, with

m nor technical changes proposed.

Section 75 was discussed. A change is proposed to item #5,
to add "nedical waste nmust not be deposited in containers with
ot her solid waste. Medical waste nust be transported separately
fromother solid waste to an approved solid waste disposal site
and handl ed by a nethod approved by the solid waste nanagenent

authority". This will require container and separate handling of
medi cal waste. The problemis that the container does not
provide protection to landfill workers. Comm ssioner Fields

asked about the containers and how tenporary storage i s nmanaged.
M. Emre stated this deals with storage of nedical waste prior to
coll ection. Comm ssioner Wight observed this waste is dealt
with by the generator before collection. M. Eme stated the

| anguage could be edited. M. Tomlsola, a Vice President of
Silver State Disposal stated that the existing | anguage requires
the waste to be put in a bag, then a box, then it is transported
by a di sposal conpany. The nedical waste is consolidated with al

wastes in the collection truck. All the expense at the
generator end (doctor, hospital) to contain the waste is |ost,
and the garbage worker is then exposed to nedi cal wastes. M.

Emme stated the intent is to focus on storage prior to
collection. Existing regulations exist to deal with nedical
wast es.

Section 76 was di scussed by M. Emme. Reference is added to
new sections being adopted. It discussed sal vage yards. Section
77 was di scussed, a minor correction was needed, correction of
reference, and added | anguage to item # 10.

Section 78 was di scussed, with m nor anmendnents to item# 2,



"mgrating” was to be deleted and supplanted with "degradi ng".
In paragraph 5 it was suggested that "a Cass | site |ocation
must conformwi th land use planning to the area in which it is
to be located", this is site criteria. Oher mnor changes were
proposed; addition of word "federal" clean water act. Nevada has
seismc inmpact zones, and the concern is howit wll affect
liners, although existing sites are not affected by the

regul ations. The note was to del eted | anguage on page 57.
Comm ssi oner Fi el ds asked about the potential for a solid waste
site at closed mne sites. M. Eme replied that yes, there was
potential, and he cited Los Angeles attenpts to use this

appr oach.

Section 79 was discussed by M. Emme. This is criteria for
a design report. Conmm ssioner Turni pseed asked about who signs
off, M. Emre replied a design itself needs an engi neers stanp.

Section 80 was discussed by M. Eme. This is the contents
of a water nonitoring plan. There are mnor technical
anmendnents, with changes to "solid waste managenent authority",
and the word "reasonabl e". Federal regulations focus on no
potential mgration to the ground water. This section is to be
consistent wth federal regulations. Section 81 was di scussed by
M. Emre. Commi ssion Wight asked about the word "person”, and
the word "person” was del eted and "personnel" added.

Section 82 was discussed by M. Eme. Section 83 was
di scussed by M. Emme. Chairman C ose asked whether the litter
control was reasonable, M. Eme stated it could be anended to
del ete item #2.
Comm ssi oner Turni pseed asked what was considered | arge waste,
M. Emre replied it was car bodies, appliances etc. Section 84
was di scussed by M. Eme. A phrase was proposed to be reworded.
Section 85 was discussed and an anmendnent was suggested to make
the regul ation effective October 9, 1993. This would nake it
consistent with federal regulations.

Section 86 was discussed. M nor changes were proposed to
control access to Class | sites. Section 87 was discussed. This
is Cass Il site requirenments. Cross references were corrected.
Section 88 was discussed. Mnor corrections to cross references



were proposed. Section 89 was discussed. Mnor corrections to
cross references were proposed. Section 90 was discussed. It
deals with report of design, and cross references, and the | ast
sentence is proposed to be deleted. Section 91 was discussed, it
deals with cross references. Section 92 was discussed, it deals
wi th operations and mai ntenance and it deals with cross
references. Section 93 was discussed, it is proposed to be
anmended to be cross referenced. Section 94 was di scussed. Section
95 was di scussed and m nor changes are proposed, the deleting of
40 CFR and supplanted with regul atory | anguage. Section 96 was

di scussed and it also takes the sane actions as section 95.
Section 97 was discussed, and the sane action as Section 95 and
96 is taken. Section 98 was di scussed, EPA is concerned about the
vari ance and appeals. The response is to append a sentence "no
vari ance shall be granted that is inconsistent with federal
landfill criteria of 40 CFR Part 258". Section 99 was di scussed,
list repeals of no | onger needed sections. The issue of a
appendi x was to be included as a part of the regul atory package
to be adopt ed.

Conmi ssi oner Turni pseed expressed concern about the snal
operators and the long period of time. The issue is a pit cover
that is not inperneable. M. Eme stated that as an area of the

landfill is filled to its design elevation then a final cover is
installed. The fill would then be protected frominfiltration by
t he rain.

Comm ssi oner Turni pseed had further suggested changes regarding
the issue of personnel at the site. M. Eme discussed the needs
by type. Comm ssioner Wight suggested that the nunber and
duties of positions and a list of equipnment be listed. This is in
section 81.1

Section 50 was again discussed. Chairman C ose solicited
addi ti onal |anguage. The issue is financial assurance. The
nmechani sms are derived fromthe hazardous waste regul ations. The
state has 10 years experience in such matters. |t was suggested
t hat the Departnent of |nsurance be contacted to provide sone
input. M. Eme stated the existing | anguage coul d be adopted,

or nore general |anguage requiring financial assurance and giVing
the solid waste nmanagenent authority the flexibility to



i npl ement. Chairman Cl ose stated the regul ations allow the
state/authority to be flexible. M. Emme stated the focus was
how to deal with the interest, and the bottomline concern is
maki ng sure there is adequate noney available in the trust funds.
Comm ssi oner Turni pseed suggested that someone fromthe Dept. of
Conmmer ce cone and talk to the Conmm ssion about financial
assurance. Chairman C ose expressed concern about what happens
to the funds, and that the state needs to have some control and
approval of arrangenents. M. Eme suggested it be adopted and
possi bly be revisited since the provision goes into effect in
April of 1994. M. Emre stated that it nust be denonstrated to
EPA that the state has adequate financial assurance provisions.

Chai rman Cl ose tal ked about adoption of the regul ations.
Comm ssi oner Wight noved and it was seconded by Conmi ssioner
Giswold that petition 93008 be adopted as anended and
provi sionally adopted on May 27, 1993 and June 8, 1993, including
sections 24 and 25, with the provision that staff would be able
to make the necessary non-substantive technical corrections. The
nmoti on was so noved and the petition adopted as anended.

ltemI1l. A (Pending Legislation)

M . Dodgi on discussed a bill on environnmental |egislation,
requiring a two year EIS review process. No fiscal note was
attached. M. Cowperthwaite di scussed the changes in the
regul atory process in 233B, regardi ng deadl i nes bei ng extended.

Ilteml1I1.B (Settlenents and Future Hearings)

M. Cowperthwaite discussed the June 4, 1993 appeal hearings
and the status of the settlements.

The neeting was adjourned by Chairman C ose at 3:10 p. m

As prepared by David R Cowperthwaite, Executive Secretary.



